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‘Research Productivity and Teaching Effectiveness

. Lo - -
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performance in one area enhances performance Jin the other. The" academic field

-~

o : " o - Abstract o ’
- . ‘\ A "5 . ) ) R . , , )
{“. e .' This study investigated the relationship between research productivity L
. w,.} : and teaching effectiveness to shed' light on the long-debated question "of whether
o
4

e . M' . o
. and‘the stage of a’ faculty membe-ws career were both considered in the analyses. .

Lo v E T Two samples of 2 973 and 1, 623 faculty members from a variety of institutions

were studied. "In considering results of both analyses, teachers, of social

-

- ';_
= B - -

science .courses’ Were the only group for which there were consistent thoLgh modest -

-

i , 'relationships betWeen the number of puinshed _articles and st udent ratings of )

vy Ay

fe 1nstructor effectiveness. Thus "spill-over" effects, or .2 general ability" .
- . \

R factor, or othen reasons for a possible link between research and teaching LT

[4 N 0 s

performance are ot totally supporteds. The relationship between performance in

- . -

' \ . N ': L3
S 3 the two areas is either nonexi#tant or, where it appears, too modesé\to conclude

e e 2 e o s ot o e — PRNRERN

-

R ‘that one necessarily,enhances the“other. . . L \ - :
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Research Productivity and Teaching Effectiveness : _—

» . M ‘\
N . . ' ! .. a

“ " *John A. Centra

[ s ~ o N . ’ R AY

Although teaching, research, and service are the major functions of most o

: N\ + )
dﬁhiversities, a faculty member s performance as a researcher or teacher generally

.

receives the most attention in determining rewards and promotions (Astin & Lee,

1967 Centra, 1977). Whether these two-functions are independent and conflicting

. f ¥
<4

for individual faculty members or whether performance in one enhances the other

are long-debated questions. Most faculty members think that research benefits "

teaching, especially at the gradua'e level, In a survey of natural science )

faculty members and department, heads at one university, for example, 95 percent

N L . . Ao -

\ 'agreed that "research increases teaching ef:ectiveness by increasing awareness

and currency" (Jauch, 1976). Nevertheless, a majority of ,these same faculty

.m,‘,,ﬂ‘
N

2 . menbers also said that a good téacher did ot have to do research..'
%S A

[ 1
PO

* Past Research

Y 1

A,'A - T

A Past studies support ‘both positions. Most of tge results, however, indicate

e e [PUEIUSU R S —- - ——— gt e e e
e Tt 3 S [ S

. K “that teaching and research are independent functions, with performance in one

e T e - \-~ -

- ~

unrelated to the other. Most of the studies have compared teaching effective-

ness, as measured by’ student ratings, with research productdvity defined in

. ~ v K]
) ~ oy
o .

. . - various ways. Linsky and Straus (1975) used both a publications total score

-®

-~

g' . "N based ‘on a. weighted summarytof the fiumber of articles and books published and a

citation score; the faculty members studied were at 16 untversities that.emphasize '~;

s . . , ’ \.
~ . — . »
o tesearch. :Student global ratings of teachers did not correlate with either , . ‘a

RIS SN ° ‘ ‘

;_f‘ ' \ measure of research performance but student ratings of the instructors knowledge

v : did correlate modestly (+27) with the total publications " score.” Dent and Lewis




(1976), studying 90 faculty membeﬁ? in the social sciences at one hniversity,

& “ 'found no eorrelation between student ratings of teacherg and the number of -

- citations given. in the Social“Science Citations Index. Other insignificant -

qorrelations with ratings of teacger effectiveness were found by Voeks (1962), -
- who used faculty membership in a university tesearch society, and by Hoyt
(1976), Hayes (1971), .and "Aleamoni and Yimer (1973), all of whom used some kind
of weighted summary of the number of books and articles produced to estimate
vfiﬁi'~“~researchwproductivitya Aleamoni and Yimer also found no correlation between
| “research output and peer nominations of good teachers, - 5

R N o’
Several studies, however, found a modest ‘relationship between research

K

“. productivity and student ratings of teacher effectiveness. Stallings and

Singhal (1970) reported correlations of .27 and .13 for faculty memberg_at <

two Big Ten universities. Frey 8 (1978) sample of 42 Northwestern'University

-

senior facu.ty in the natural sciences produced a correlation of 37 between

" the number “of citations and a teaching %éill factor. Hoyt and- Spangler (1976)

- .

also found that research involvement as judged by department heads was modestly

related to student ratings of teaching in, natural science courses, but nothdn -

v i s st et e e

- N

o social science courses. Finally, Bresler (l°68) found tbat student ratings of

teachers were higher for Tufrs Universlty faculty members receiving research

. ‘. _—

N h grantss « i;: S i
‘ Further substantiation of these modest. correfations would indicate that many

o

".good teachers are_ also good résearchers., Several reasons might explain such a
hypothesis. Teaching effectiveness and research produ tivity are’ both likely

affected by the general abiliEy and energy levels that individual faculty members

7

possess. "Those who teach well also tend to have the ability and energy to be
) above-av&rage researchers or scholars. In fact, they probably would do well in
v - S N

1 ’ 6
: i
. P
’

P —




‘any numbér‘bf rqles; A second rea on is what Linsky ‘and Straus (1915) termed a

:"spill;over" effect, Research could nfluence teaching when the excitement and

e .

involvement of research is'communicated o students and they are able to see .

S
]
. -

" knowledge as a c6nstantly érowing thing.
_— o AN .
: ' help‘maintain‘the faculty'member's interest in the subjéct matter, Furthermore,
'

: teaching might spill over into research when stimulating discussions with students
: .. \_-' »
-lead to produ%tive ?venuEs of research., ' o '

’
- "
h

. ’ ‘ « Failure of the ma jority -of past-studies to reveal a relationship between
teaching‘and research may reflect inadeqhate design;rather than independence‘of

C - e -

- the two roles. Academic fields, for ‘example, differ insboth research patterns
o , L 2 ‘ : 5

-~

-:é;“' L and:student:ratings'of teaéher effectiveness (Bayer & Dutton, 1977; ETS College v

‘ r ' _. and.University Programs, 1979). By including faculty members fr0¢ a variety of ‘
fields in a single analysis, many of the past researchers may have mﬁgimized
significant relationships. Two studies that.investigated faculty members'within

5 A . T S A

. academic fialds (Frey, 1978; Hoyt & Spangler, 1976) found significanc correlations

- !

- i
for teachers ‘of natural science .courses. \\\L :

i
-

L ) Anotnet factor not fully,accounted for in past studies is the stage of a -

oy .

“faculty menber’s’ career. Older faculty members who publishwiy be more effective |,
- e N ot 2 \ . 4 o
e ,.teachers-because of the "spill-over" effect discussed earlier, while younger , R
’ ' . & '
teachers may concentrate on researfn at the expense of teaching in an effort to

improve their chances of winning tenure, At many types -of institutions, faculty
: ‘lo-"

. typically perceive publications to be the most influential evidence in decisions
Lk v ¢ -

-

Y . on tenure and advancement (Ihorne, S¢ott, & Beaird, 1976). . - e
s ‘ . f e . . o , .
) ¢ e . ] ' . R L ,

g © "Purpose ‘ o ° . : ‘ .

“
. . R , « -

'Tﬂhe present study sought to investigate the teaching-research_relation—

ship further by considering faculty members at different career stages and in

EN

/
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The first sample was analyzed in 1979; the second sample, which included data

. .ot - T . h o - - - - .- AL S . - . [
N e . . , . L. . . . .
. . L , N
. ‘o » 3
.o v oy
- . . o o el - . ) . a Ce . o
R . . L
. . . . . . B
- . v Ll ~ kx3 s

.

different academic fields. The’ expectation was that teaching and research more -

likely would be significantly related for. faculty membef% in their middle or

~ later years.' According to twg past, studies with limited samples, teaching and

PR d e

research performance -should also 'be. related?more highly for natural/science : B

’

teachers than for ‘others. ’ s s

] < ‘- -

(% ., I

2%

Procedure

. Vs -
. M LA » Q- L]

. " . . , !
. = /

Two,samples of faculty members were studied in order to'fest the hypotheses:\\

&

collected after that time, was analyzed to determine whether theainitial findings

could be replicated. The first.sample consisted‘of 2,973 faculty members from 6I i
//.

four-year institutions.ﬁ Included were liberal arts colleges, state colleges, and O

a few doé\oralfgrAnting universities' most of t;ese,institutiong did not ;ut a

heavy emphasfs on reseafch. Faculty members at'these institutions had administered-

PN /.

,
e

*

Aoy

the Sthdent Instructional Report (SIR) “in One of their courses from 1976 through

1978. The SIR summarizés ratings of teachers by students on six factors. Course ¢

Organization and Planning, Faculty/Stuaé/t Interaction, Communication, Course
Wi \ 7

_ Difficulty and Workload Textbooks,and Readings,. and Tests and Exams. .These six

Nt <

—s <factors and two of the global ray{ng ivems on the SIR, the value,of the coursc”to ? ;A»‘:‘""t

the students and the‘oyerall effectiveness of the teacher, were correldted with T Ty
the self-reported number of publications for each faculty meggef during\the most - .
recent five-year period. Six categories of respohses were provided on t e SIR - _ l -
Instructor s Cover Sheet for the fumber of articles published in the past . L
4 . .
five years:.  none, 1-2; 3-5{'6-10 11-15, and over lS. . 4 ; "M ‘f '

Self-reported number of publications generally accurately reflects thi
b -
act'\} number of articles publishe In one sample of psychologists studied by

- . . ~ ey , T e— - ¢ N




. o s 7 o / : /’/ \\
LY ¢ 3 ’ e - d //'/ : \\, e
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/ -5- ‘/ - A « \
! ’ 7 v . <
B ? iy ) - - * * M \
irk and Centra (in préss), the self-reported number of articles correlated .84 X
] . Lo “\’k
with entries in gsychological Abstracts (for a sample of\four-year college -'”“_' \
e - teachers the correlation wag even.higher at .97). he—number—of fficIe?‘produced~—l_‘

" “is alsd related generally to t ality of research and séholarship, as -judged

by the number of ations of published work. Cole and Cole (1967), Meltzer

‘s » T

. (1956 ,»a’//éehrader (1978) reported correlations in'the «60 to .72 range between

L4

-

b ol ' . . .
e ¢ - . ¢

citations counts and number of.publications. : o e ‘i

- o ‘ Al FCI
v 1 In addition. to nunber of publications, teachers reported their number of .

*y . N ~

° v . years of teaching experience and . the sub ject field of theiﬂ course on the Instruc-

-~ —
.

tor -8 Cover Sheet. The analyses focused on broad subject fields--humanities,

- '. . © s

"natural sciences, and social sciences--and the years of teaching experience which ’
. i~ I , T
- * ranged in five categories from 2 years.or less to more than 20. The subject o
°. o, P ‘ » N
; e field teacherifgere put into was determined by the.courséithey taught, which in

.* - ald bug,rare nstances should adequately\reflect their own research fieid.
“: o, ~- . - ‘ - - y - N R //' . . ..
N 3 . (O L i . 7 . T - * K -
T, i .. _Theé Second Sample pom T <o L

A

L p LR

. colleges and universities who had administered the SIR in their dourses in 1979 -

The second sample consisted of 1,623 facultys members at 10 figr-year ) v

JOUPENEURESOUVIS SNV VNSRS RS UUES WU U SO R T e B

o ’4\ . or 1980. fAlthough research universities were also absent from this sample, an
!effort was made to include institutions with more emphasis on research productivity

. ."‘ . R . . .‘
‘ than‘that held by the previous broad*based sample. Thus, only the more selective

iibepal arts colleges 'were included along with doctoral—granting’uniVersicies ‘

'3. mot ! . amd a large state college. The arts and science faculty members in this second '

-
~

cot sample avergged more publ cations during the five-year period than the previous

L i - sample (2.5 vs. 1 7).° As. a ‘group, then, they were more productive writers and

e

: reSearchers‘ Besides again classifying faculty members iﬁto'theasgg(al sciences,’

-

P natural sciences, or humanities, teachers of "professional subjects" were 21ded .
: . o . d: . ‘
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Results and Discussion

*“"‘***in‘Table I‘fot“thé“first Fam
v

-
- :, LY rv‘ -
- .
4 t N
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. ) . e - e . . . \
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Because

education,.and the health professions.

\}.'ere, reduced to three:
fewer than 6 years, 7-12 .years, and more-than 13 years.

- . v

the various subsamoles anaryzed were consigerab

-
e *
s

\smaller than in'the first
. f‘\ ’
— \ sampleo. For sample two, only the global studentl

-

~ness_ and course value were analyzed because the factor scores did not give any
(4

cadditional information in the first analysis' moreover, the global ratings were
,,V / considered the most appropriate fon the purposes of the study.
‘,- / ' 5 < \

\
\

LY

.

* ~

3 . .

. . .

" «
1 -

ST,

L
-

s
The correlations between the number of’professional articles published

2

Q
during the preceding fdve years and Student ratings of instruction are given

pI”“’ A pattern of significant“corrélations can
te.noted for social science teachers with seven 6r more years of experience.

Ratings of instructor effectiveness, course value, and Faculty/Student Inter—
action correlate

in the .15 ‘to .+29 range with the number of published articles.

Ratings of Course Organization and Planning and/Communication also correlated
with the publications count.

-

=

The highest correlations were generally among
social science teachers with over 20 years of experience (for example, .29 for
[

L PR
4
?

Lnstructor egfectiveness and number of publications’. Othe
~

r significant but
- modest correlations ( 15 or .16) are. evident for humanities teachers with 3 to 20
[ J -

-

-
years of experience, eSpecially for instructor effectiveness.

s, For na* ral °
science’ teachers, the corre}gtions wvere generally insignificant or negative.

\
- In the second sample, stgnificant but modest correlations for social

L3
4

stience teachers ‘at all three levels of experience can be noted in Table 2.

£ the small number of instructors
in sample two, the categories of teaching experi nc

Even so, the numbers in B

ratings of instructor effective—~

>

oty vt at ?




LI X Table 1

. ¢

- . ’ . S‘ample l :
"Correlations ] ‘Between Mumber of Pu lications and Student Ratings of
s - . ‘\} Instruction, by Years' of mperience . R
\\ -, . : ¢ . = M .
N o ‘ Two Yeaa . 3-6 7-12 1320 over 20 ‘
P . .o ov Less ' Years Years  Years : Years -
.s v‘:’/) " - . - ) i ( ) \‘
- . . Humanities oo
N=157 = N=280 .. N=327 N=288 - ‘Ne204 k R
Instructor Effectiveness = .(9 . 16%% . 15k%  15%%x 06 T
P Course Value W12 - 0,07 L02 <16%% .02 T
"\Faculty/Student Interaction o A1 #10— - ,11% . 503 . .03 -
Course Organization-& Planning .02, e L 07 - .09 - 202 .
> - X ) Omunicatft/); ~ .’ 0‘11 - . 0‘ ) -'001 ) ¢ QM e 002 B .
R \extbooks & Reading ’ - :- 013 * 013*\ S . 002 004 . ‘.00 . ’
, Couirse Difficult:y &Workload " i =09 . -, 13% .10k - 23kk _ 15k
. . . Tests 8nd mams .- o 013 ._' . 003 “:10 ) 0'09\ 006.
»a . \ * - \ : \_ . ~- ’ t
— Y . . ““,;».-».-Natural Sciences : o °
e e 2 V8 e Ne106- —NeL36- NSl Nedd
Instructor Effecti%reness . .14 =215 .06 .05 -.33%x i
v Course Value. . : .18 - -.09  --.06 -.03 ~a9 .
g Faculty/Student Interaction . °~  ,21%* -.20% -.04 .'-01 -,-.40*{*
: - Course. Organization & Planning }29#;\ .17« -,11 .00 <. 49%x
Communication . 09 -i13 -.16% =13 -13° )
_ . Textbooks & Reading . - . | . =.10 -.22%% - 06 08 -2 e
e ___ _Course Diff,iculty &,Wox:kloadw ~ .04 14 - S24%% - 07 (15 e
. , Tests and Exams. - . . . o 24 %k -.02. --,12 -.-,18%  -.06 . )
o -;‘. o "Social Sciengés.
' NS S ‘ N=188 N=349 N-340}~ N=172 ©  Ne154
. Instructor Effectiveness eT v .08 .09 <16%% 21%% - 29%k
* * Course Value ~.07 .07 J17%% .15% 28%%
- Faculty/Student Interaction -.09 .03 A7k 22Kk .16% E
.+ ~ . "Course Organization & Planning C o =.16% .08 <16%* 017 7 - 23%% .
g ’ . cmuﬂicatm‘— _‘-010 ¥ . . (_)4 o . 11* 009 4 :‘_24 Lid .
. Textbooks & Reading - -.16% .03 -.02 04 -.06 -
e - Courqe Difficulty &. Workload =.01 -.12%  -,06 ~.21%% - 23k% =
- .w-y Tests and. Exams L.y =02 0 12k 1% JA5% /
L vige JWT 1 » s . \\\ M - . X .
e " ] 7 T
- ¥p <05 - ‘o N . :
i




: ""rz<' > N . & P
x\\\ . Nt , A ﬂwﬁ___;‘\ -
'”,_ \\ T~ , ~
~ . -
sy »-. N \'. ’
j ) . v
ST T = Table 2 -
Tl s o o " Sample 2
Correlations Between Number of Publications and Student Ratings T
~of Instructor Effectiveness and Course Value,
, by Years of Dcpeti;nce
~ ~ ‘% — Lo -
. ‘ v . Teaching Experience
ST R ) . ., 6 Years 7-12 13 Years
B - : .o or Less Years or More
> s - ’ o < ) ) . ? —
R - iy Humanities .
o ,, N ~ Ne=104 © 148 N=91
.- Instructox Effectivenese .09 .09 -.09
S~ Course Value L .09 -.04
‘\\‘ R .. ' ‘Natural ‘Science ‘
S L. T N=107 N=94 Ne122
. \ Instruct:or Ef:ectiveneﬁs ;= 19% -.03 .04
’ Caurf‘e Value . -,28%% .03 .09
\ : —
| e .  Social Sciewce - T T 7
. o el S 83 N=65
CA Instrudtor Effectiveness 23k L24%% 23%
Course Value - \" 25%%

.

— .
N=179 N=280 "

\ L N=354
, Instructor Effectiveness _—0 ) J17% .13
= Course Value . 3 .=.01 .07 T .07
. “l yi / 3 . _ »

. 3 19* o 022 *
A A.I’J:'ofae.s'si.oiml/leaxs,//T




¢
e " PFor these social’ science teachers, student ratings of instructor effectiveness

and course value correlated between .19 and .25 with number of publications.

< -

R

None of the correlations was significant for humanities, teachers and only one of'\

the’ six corrslations was significant at the .05 level for teachers in éﬁe profes-

N . b ] A °

sional areas1 Two of the six correlations for nagural science teachers were

<

»
X

. negative and‘significant--those for teachers with less than gix years of experience.‘

In consi%ering results of both analyses teéachers of social science courses -
s . )
were the only\group for which there were consi;iipt significant relationships
’ :'~ : . '!} »
T between the number of puhlished articles and student ratings of instructor '

- .

v ' effectiveness or course values.. But even these were modest. For teachers of
v / *
. - humanities or professional courses, such " as those offered in business or education_
. "o :
departments, the correlations were. insignlficant in qll but a few instances. For

natural science teachers, the correlations were either insignificant or negative.
/

The "spill-over" effect of research on teaching, or a general ability‘and energy .

T~

.~~~ factor, could in part accoynt for thé correlations fo% social science teachers.

- "
But why in those discipm

t others? Two earlier studies (Frey, l978°
Hoyt,& Spangler, 1976) reported positive corre

ons for samples -of natural
“l : \ n
- science teachers, results not confirmed with either of the-samples of this studys

. s, s L4

F

A\ ]

The two earlier studies used a citations count or judgments of researeh\;>xolvement

by depaftment heads rather’ than, as in this study, a publications count during .-

the past five years. Perhaps this difference in the criteria accounts for the

difference since a, recent estimate of research productivity, such as a current

’
. . ‘ 4

, publications count, not only would be a better estimate of research activity but

Q‘\ +

would more likely reflect current "spill-over" effects if they exist. One other

@ study of 86 faculty members.in the natural sciences by Jauch (1976) indicated
R SO ‘o

that time spent on research was positively related to various measufes of research

- Ly




L

producfivity but negatively related to teaching (-.43)." This would 19?.:1 one to

: expect the Aow or negatr.ve correlations found for natural science teachers in the

~

= . o~

tzp aanples of this study..
The expectation that teaching quality and research psoductivity would
more* likely be cbrrelated for teachers in their middle or later years, wnen

tcachetl no longer need to focus solely on research to better théir chances ,

of gaihing teuure, was generally not supported,in,thia study, with the exception

of the sqcial science teachers in sample one. For thst'group, correlations were

[ -

8ignificant only for tcachcrs in their ﬁiddle or late career stages. In the

second sample, . however, many teachers in their early years as well as the more
experienced groups received high teaching ratings and also tended to pablish

soncwhat more. The career stage of teachers, therefore, does not appear to be

v

an hnportant factor in the teaching-research relationship, -

Subject ficld differences, on the other hand, ‘were critical in this study as

~ -
‘ well as in others. Baird (1980), for exanple, studied thé relationships between
ratings of graduate depattnents and ~faculty publication rates and found that the
o quality of teaching (as” judged by graduate students in the departments) was more

-9

highly correlated with :ecent Journal publications for psychology departments

(.27) than for hisgory or chemistty departments (.14 and -.03, respectively).
‘His find//’s correspond to the differences found between the soclal sciences and
the other subject fields in this study. _’ .

The belief that teaching and research performance are related is undoubtedly.
-stronger than this or any other study has shown. Hhen'peers were asked to

judge their colleagues' professional perfornance, their ratings of teaching and

i ' .
research effectiveness correlated with each other (Wood, 1978). Similarly,

1

° ﬁayes (1971) found that department heads’ ratings of faculty members as teachers




S § SN

) t . R ) .
and-researchers were highly‘correlated. In neither of thg/e studies, however,

was the number of publications reI;ted/to judgments- of teaching effective-
/
ness. Student ratings of teaching,” as “the pr sent study and ot ers have demon- i
/"ﬂ .
strated ‘are also unrel‘ted or- only. mode y reIited to research productivity.

Thus, spill-over"‘effects, or;aiﬂge ral ability" factor, cr other- reasons\given T
/

for a possible 1ink between reseﬁ?ch and teaching performance are not supported.
The relationship between performance in the two areas is either nonexistent dﬂ?\)

vhere it appears, too modest to ?onclude that one necessarilz enhances the other.-

>

No one would quest*on the need for teschers to keep up with current knowledge

in their fields. But whether they must actually .carry on research in order to do.
~ \0 ¢
so is questionable. Reading and.discussing current findings in their discipline? -

as a whole may do as much to help some teachers keep up-to-date as 1if they

K focused on"a narrow research problem. Those that carry on-active research

programs, .on the other hand, are“not”necessarily Less effective teachers as is

-

- claimed at times. The lack of cbnsistent negative correlations between research

-

productivity and' teacher ratiugs in this and other studies indicates- that perfor-

N ‘ -

'mance as’'a scholar or researcher .does not.siﬁhificantly detract from,performance

hd »

<

as a teacheér.

I3
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